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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This non-final office action is in response to the Request for Continued 
Examination and the amendment filed 7 August 2007. 

2. Claims 1, 3-20, 22-39, 41-58, and 60-77 are pending. Claims 1, 20, 39, 58, and 
77 are independent. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the Invention was made. 

4. Claims 1 , 1 1 , 14, 20, 30, 33, 39, 49, 52, 58, 68, and 72 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mack etal. (US 2002/0054115, filed 11 June 
2001 , hereafter Mack) and further in view of Adobe® GoLive'^'^ 5.0 User Guide (Adobe, 
2000, hereafter Adobe), and further in view of Hall ( Core Servlets and JavaServer 
Pages™ , Prentice Hall, 2000). 

As per independent claim 1 , Mack discloses a nnethod comprising: 
• Migrating a Cartesian coordinate-based view to the tag field-based view, wherein 
the migration comprises: 

o Identifying a first applet of the one or more applets wherein the first applet 
comprises one or more controls (paragraphs 0019-0020 and 0024: Here, 
a Java applet is identified to be converted to XML) 
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o Associating a first applet template with the first applet, wherein the first 
applet template comprises one or more characteristics of each of the one 
or more controls (paragraph s 0019-0020 and 0024: Here, twin servlets 
acts as templates, converting Java applets to XML, and conversely, 
converting XML back to Java applets) 
o Linking the first applet template to a corresponding first Cartesian view 
applet in the Cartesian coordinate-based view, wherein the first Cartesian 
view applet comprises a Cartesian view control (paragraph s 0019-0020 
and 0024: Here, the operating buttons are in a Cartesian view (standard x- 
y coordinate space)) 
o Mapping the corresponding tag view control to the tag field-based view 
(paragraph s 0019-0020 and 0024) 
Mack fails to specifically disclose modifying the Cartesian view control to produce 
a corresponding tag view control, wherein said modifying matches characteristics of an 
associated control of the one or more controls in the first template. However, Adobe 
discloses adding control buttons to tag-based view (pages 306-307). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to 
have combined Mack's method of converting applets to tag-based views with Adobe's 
method of adding control buttons to a tag-based view, since it would have allowed a 
user to interact with the tag-based data (Adobe: page 306). 

Mack fails to disclose selecting a tag field-based view comprising one or more 
applets. However, Adobe discloses selection of a tag-based view for displaying HTML 
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and Cartesian coordinate based view and the tag field based view are each configured 
to provide user interfaces that display the same data (page 62: Here, the HTML Source 
Editor tab allows a user to view and edit the HTML of a document, with HTML being a 
tab-based language). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the applicant's invention to have combined Mack and Adobe, since it would 
have allowed a user to directly edit HTML source code (Adobe: page 62). 

Hall discloses HTML containing one or more applets (pages 274-283: Here, 
applets are embedded within an HTML document, which is a tag field-based language). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to have combined Hall with Mack, since it would have allowed a user easily 
embed applet code within a tag based-field document (Hall: page 275). 

As per dependent claim 1 1 , Mack, Adobe, and Hall disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Mack fails to 
specifically disclose adding controls to suit a user's needs. However, it was notoriously 
well known in the art at the time of the invention that controls may be added to a 
template to expand the capabilities of the template to suit a user's needs. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to add controls 
to a template to expand the capabilities of the template to suit a user's needs. 

As per dependent claim 14, Mack, Adobe, and Hall disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Mack fails to 
specifically disclose deleting controls to suit a user's needs. However, it was 
notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention that controls may be 
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deleted from a template to remove excess capabilities from a template to suit a user's 
needs. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to remove controls from a template to tailor the capabilities of the template to 
suit a user's needs. 

As per independent claims 20, 39, 58, the applicant discloses the limitations 
substantially similar to those in claim 1. Claims 20, 39, and 58 are similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claims 30, 49, 68, the applicant discloses the limitations 
substantially similar to those in claim 1 1 . Claims 30, 49, and 68 are similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claims 33, 52, 71 , the applicant discloses the limitations 
substantially similar to those in claim 14. Claims 33, 52, and 71 are similarly rejected. 

5. Claims 3-4, 12-13, 15-16, 22-23, 31-32, 34-35. 41-42, 50-51, 53-54, 60-61, 69- 
70, and 72-73 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mack, 
Adobe, and Hall, and further in view of Ladd ( Using HTML 4. XML, and Java 1.2 . 1999, 
Que, Platinum Edition, Page 1004, hereinafter Ladd). 

As per dependent claim 3, Mack, Adobe, and Hall disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Mack fails to 
specifically disclose a field control. However, page 1004 of Ladd depicts an applet with 
at least one field control. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to have at least one field control because fields accept user 
input from the keyboard. 
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As per dependent claim 4, Mack, Adobe, and Hail disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Mack fails to 
specifically disclose a non-field control. However, page 1004 of Ladd depicts an applet 
with at least one non-field control. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to have at least one non-field control because non- 
field controls constrain user input. 

As per dependent claims 12, 15, 22, 31, 34. 41, 50, 53, 60, 69, and 72 the 
applicant discloses the limitations similar to those in claim 3. Claims 12, 15, 22, 31, 34, 

41 , 50, 53, 60, 69, and 72 are similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claims 13, 16, 23, 32, 35, 42, 51. 54, 61. 70, and 73 the 
applicant discloses the limitations similar to those in claim 4. Claims 13. 16, 23, 32, 35, 

42, 51, 54, 61, 70, and 73 are similarly rejected. 

6. Claims 5. 24, 43. and 62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mack, Adobe, and Hall, and further in view of Watters (USPN 
5,897,645— filing date 1 1/22/1996). 

As per dependent claim 5, Mack, Adobe, and Hall disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Mack fails to 
specifically disclose mapping the controls to specific sequence numbers. However. 
Watters discloses in col. 1 1 . lines 25-45 mapping controls to a sequence number in 
order to allow successful processing of control record data. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use mapping of 



Application/Control Number: 09/955,361 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2178 

controls to sequence numbers in order to allow successful processing of control record 
data. 

As per dependent claims 24, 43, and 62, the applicant discloses the limitations 
similar to those in claim 5. Claims 24, 43, and 62 are similarly rejected. 

7. Claims 6-7, 25-26, 44-45, and 63-64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Mack, Adobe, and Hall, and Watters, and further in view of 
Ladd. 

As per dependent claims 6, 25, 44, and 63, the applicant discloses the limitations 
similar to those in claim 3. Claims 6, 25, 44, and 63 are similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claims 7, 26, 45, and 64, the applicant discloses the limitations 
similar to those in claim 4. Claims 7, 26, 45, and 64 are similarly rejected. 

8. Claims 8, 27, 46, and 65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mack, Adobe, and Hall, and further in view of Kwong et al. (USPN 
6,289,506 B1— filing date 6/30/1998). 

As per dependent claim 8, Mack, Adobe, and Hall disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 1 . Mack fails to specifically disclose mapping the controls to specific 
sequence numbers. However, Kwong discloses in col. 4, lines 5-25 mapping the applet 
to a specific sequence number. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to use mapping of applets to sequence numbers in 
order to control execution order of Java directives to optimize performance. 
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As per dependent claim 27, 46, and 65, the applicant discloses the limitations 
similar to those in claim 8. Claims 27, 46, and 65 are similarly rejected. 

9. Claims 9-10, 28-29, 47-48, and 66-67 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Mack, Adobe, Hall, and Kwong, further in view of Ladd. 

As per dependent claims 9, 28, 47, and 66, the applicant discloses the limitations 
similar to those in claim 3. Claims 9, 28, 47, and 66 are similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claims 10, 29, 48, and 67, the applicant discloses the 
limitations similar to those in claim 4. Claims 10, 29, 48, and 67 are similarly rejected. 

10. Claim 17, 36, 55, and 74 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mack, Adobe, and Hall, and further in view of Orbanes et al. (USPAP 
2002/0075311 A1— filing date 2/14/2001). 

As per dependent claim 17, Mack, Adobe, and Hall disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Mack fails to 
specifically disclose providing one or more model view for a user to select from, wherein 
one or more selected model views correspond to the Cartesian coordinate-based view. 
However, Orbanes discloses providing a Cartesian coordinate-based model view in 
order to provide a virtual perspective on the system. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to provide model views in order to 
provide a virtual perspective on the system. 

As per dependent claims 36, 55, and 74, the applicant discloses the limitations 
similar to those in claim 17. Claims 36, 55, and 74 are similarly rejected. 
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1 1 . Claims 1 8-1 9, 37-38, 56-57 and 75-76 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Mack, Adobe, Hall, and Obrnaes, and further in view of Ladd. 

As per dependent claims 18, 37, 56, and 75, the applicant discloses the 
limitations similar to those in claim 3. Claims 18, 37, 56, and 75 are similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claims 19, 38, 57, and 76, the applicant discloses the 
limitations similar to those in claim 4. Claims 19, 38, 57, and 76 are similarly rejected. 

12. Claim 77 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mack 
and Adobe and further in view of "XSL Transformations (XSLT) Version 1 .0" (16 
November 1999, w3c.org, hereafter XSL). 

As per dependent claim 77, Mack and Adobe disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Mack fails to 
specifically disclose associating a tag field-based view template with the tag field-based 
view and mapping the corresponding tag view control to the tag-field-based template. 
However, XSL discloses associating a tag field-based view template with the tag field- 
based view and mapping the corresponding tag view control to the tag-field-based 
template (sections 1 and 5.4). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Mack and Adobe with XSL, since it would have 
allowed a user to process and format tag-based data (XSL: section 1). 
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Response to Arguments 

13. Applicant's arguments filed 7 August 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

The applicant's arguments appear to focus upon the belief that the prior art fails 
to teach that the data displayed by the Cartesian coordinate-based view is the same as 
the data displayed by the tag field-based view (page 16). However, the examiner 
respectfully disagrees. Adobe discloses selection of a tag-based view for displaying 
HTML (page 62). Here, the HTML Source Editor tab allows a user to view and edit the 
HTML of a document, with HTML being a tab-based language. Further, Adobe 
discloses a Cartesian view that shows the HTML data as if it were displayed within a 
web page. Although the Cartesian view displays the web page data as parsed HTML, 
while the tag-based view displays the unparsed HTML tags, both the Cartesian view 
and the tag view of Adobe display the same data in different formats. Therefore, this 
argument is not persuasive. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kyle R. Stork whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4130. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00-4:30). 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
Kyle R Stork A /i 
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